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Abstract 
Several studies have demonstrated the pervasiveness of sexual harassment, 
indicating that approximately one in three women in the workplace report having been 
victims of sexual harassment, while an estimated one out of two female students 
experience some form of sexual harassment. Previous research has focused on 
prevalence and perceptions of sexual harassment with little emphasis on prevention. 
This study assessed the effectiveness of two different educational strategies which were 
designed to aid in the prevention of sexual harassment. It was hypothesized that focused 
training which clearly defines and provides examples of harassing behavior are the best 
educational model. Results indicate that participants in both educational groups were 
more equipped to identify sexual harassment than participants receiving no education 
Comparison of the educational groups to each other resulted in no significant differences. 
It was also found that women tend to perceive ambiguous situations as more harassing 
than men. Results of this study also indicate that gender of the harasser and gender of 
the victim do not affect severity ratings of sexually harassing behavior. Implications for 
education, policy, research, and prevention are discussed. 
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Effects of Educational Strategies on Identification of Sexual Harassment 
Sexual harassment in the workplace is a growing problem that concerns many 
women, men, and employers. Approximately 54 percent of the workforce is comprised 
of women and the Bureau of National Affairs predicts that women will comprise 70 
percent of the workforce by the year 2000 (Neville, 1990). Several self-report surveys 
suggest that approximately one in three women believe they have been the victims of 
sexual harassment (Fitzgerald, 1993; U.S. Merit System Protection Board, 1988 ). 
Obviously, this phenomenon needs to be further studied, defined, and understood. 
A legal definition of sexual harassment sets objective boundaries for the 
determination of wrongful behavior. However, many people experience sexual 
harassment as a subjective phenomenon (Cohen &Gutek, 1985; Fitzgerald et al., 1988; 
Gutek, Morasch, and Cohen, 1983; Powell, 1986). That is, two individuals experiencing 
the same situation may define the situation quite differently. To understand sexual 
harassment, an agreed upon definition of sexual harassment needs to be established. In 
1980 the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) legally defined sexual 
harassment as : 
Unwelcome sexual advances, requests for sexual favors, and 
other verbal or physical conduct of a sexual nature constitute 
sexual harassment when (a) submission to such conduct is 
made either explicitly or implicitly a term or condition of an 
individual's employment, (b) submission to or rejection of such 
conduct by an individual is used as a basis for employment decisions 
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affecting such individual, or ( c ) such conduct has the purpose or 
effect of unreasonably interfering with an individual's work 
performance or creating an intimidating, hostile, or offensive 
work environment. 
Essentially, the EEOC guidelines stipulate two kinds of harassment: Quid pro quo 
and hostile work environment harassment Quid pro quo harassment literally means "this 
for that"; in most situations this type of harassment is clearly definable. However, 
subjectivity is especially a problem with the hostile work environment harassment; 
therefore, a "reasonable person" standard has been offered to determine if behavior is 
sufficiently severe to be considered sexual harassment. However, a "reasonable person" 
standard may still leave room for subjective interpretation. Therefore, people need to be 
educated about ambiguous situations as well as specific harassing situations. 
Sexual harassment is a pervasive problem affecting all organizations, including 
educational institutions. Legal policies have also been developed for institutions of 
higher education. The Illinois Human Rights Act addresses this issue, defining sexual 
harassment as: 
Any unwelcome sexual advances or requests for sexual favors 
made by a higher education representative to a student, or any 
conduct of a sexual nature exhibited by a higher education 
representative toward a student, when such conduct has the 
purpose of creating an intimidating, hostile, or offensive educational 
environment, or when the higher education representative either 
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explicitly or implicitly makes the student's submission to or rejection 
of such conduct a basis of determining: 
1. whether the student will be admitted to an institution of higher 
education, 
2. the educational performance required or expected of a student, 
3. the attendance or assignment requirements applicable to the student, 
4. to what courses, field of study, or programs, including honors and 
graduate programs, the student will be admitted, 
5. what placement or course proficiency requirements are applicable to 
the student, 
6. the quality of instruction the student will receive, 
7. what tuition or fee requirements are applicable to the student, 
8. what scholarship opportunities are available to the student. 
9. what extracurricular teams the student will be a member of, or in 
what extracurricular competitions the student will participate, 
10. any grade the student will receive in any examination of any course or 
program of instruction in which the student is enrolled, 
1 L the progress of the student toward successful completion of or 
graduation from any course or program of instruction in which the 
student is enrolled, or 
12. what degree, if any, the student will receive. 
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Although this definition offers more specific circumstances under which sexual 
harassment can occur, it does not describe specific behaviors that are considered as 
sexual harassment. Therefore, as with the EEOC guidelines, the Illinois Human Rights 
Act is subject to individual interpretation. 
With the increasing incidence and severity of sexual harassment claims, it is clear 
that organizations need to clarify policies and develop more effective educational 
strategies. This study explores the effect on perceptions of sexual harassment when 
students are presented with educational materials that define policies of sexual 
harassment. 
The literature suggests that 30% of undergraduate women are victims of sexual 
harassment. This percentage increases to 70% when the definition of sexual harassment 
includes sexist remarks and other "gender harassment" (Dziech and Weiner, 1984). The 
experience of this harassment can lead to avoiding classes with certain professors, 
changing majors, and even withdrawing from the university. Fitzgerald et al. (1988) 
found that about 30% of undergraduate women suffered from sexual harassment while 
only 5-10% of these women reported the harassment. Jones and Remland (1992) suggest 
that only the most severe instances of harassment are reported, thus a true incidence of 
sexual harassment is unknown. Under-reporting may be attributable to unclear policies 
regarding sexual harassment or a lack of initial education regarding sexual harassment 
policies. 
Students are in need of policy education to diminish the pervasiveness of sexual 
harassment on campus. Initiation of prevention education before a student reaches the 
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workforce also may help to diminish the incidence of sexual harassment in the 
workplace. Therefore, learning how different types of education affect perceptions can 
lead to a model of education in the university, in the workplace, and for future research. 
Several studies have examined the subjective classification of sexual harassment 
with conflicting results. Blakely, Blakely, and Moorman (1995) studied the relationship 
between gender, previous experience with sexual harassment, and perceptions of sexual 
harassment. Working men and women responded to a questionnaire containing 13 
scenarios ranging from innocent to extremely severe behaviors of a male supervisor 
acting toward a female employee. The results suggest that women perceive ambiguous 
situations as more sexually harassing than men do. Also, participants who had been a 
target of sexual harassment in the past viewed ambiguous situations as more harassing 
than participants who had no previous victimization history. 
To assess the magnitude of gender differences, Popovich, Gehlauf, Jolton, 
Somers, and Godinho (1992) studied dimensions of the EEOC guidelines which included 
"unwelcome sexual advances" (physical or verbal) and consequences (economic injury 
or hostile environment). Subjects were asked to read the EEOC guidelines, respond to a 
22-item questionnaire, and read an incident involving a behavior (physical or verbal) and 
a consequence (economic injury or hostile environment). The results suggest that males 
perceived scenarios less negatively than females when the behavior was physical and 
resulted in a hostile environment. Economic injury was viewed as affecting a victim's 
job status more negatively than situations resulting in a hostile environment. The results 
of this study suggest that there is a gender difference in rating severity of consequences 
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of harassment with men rating situations less severely. There also seems to be a 
discrepancy in rating the severity of consequences with economic consequences being 
rated more severely. The results suggest that employers should consider sexual 
harassment policies that clearly specify the severity and seriousness of all forms of 
sexual harassment. 
The question remains, however, which is the most effective educational 
approach. Paludi and Barickman (1991) suggest several methods of educating students 
about sexual harassment. These include workshops with audience interaction, reading 
scenarios and discussing the issues of harassment present in the scenarios, asking 
participants to identify sexual harassment policies in their organizations, asking 
participants to help develop possible sexual harassment policies, asking participants to 
prepare a workshop on sexual harassment, setting up a mock court room to try a sexual 
harassment case, and assigning books and materials on sexual harassment. Paludi and 
Barickman suggest that more focused training like the strategies suggested above results 
in greater effectiveness in identifying situations as sexual harassment. 
Finally, literature reviews and critiques are abundant with suggestions for future 
research. Gutek ( 1995) suggests that women have a broader and more inclusive 
definition of sexual harassment than men. However, it seems this is only true when the 
sexually harassing behavior is relatively mild and when the scenario is ambiguous. 
Therefore, gender similarities should be stressed more than gender differences. Gutek 
also suggests that older adults seem to have a broader definition of sexual harassment 
than younger adults, possibly due to a greater permissiveness regarding sexual behaviors 
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among single young adults. Therefore, caution must govern generalization of study 
results across all age groups. 
Frazier, Cochran, and Olson ( 1995) in their review of social science research on 
lay definitions of sexual harassment suggest that there are agreed categories of what 
constitutes sexual harassment and what does not constitute sexual harassment. They 
suggest that quid pro quo forms of harassment such as sexual bribery, explicit sexual 
propositions, and sexual touching are clearly defined by respondents as sexual 
harassment. However respondents do not collectively agree that staring, flirting, and the 
use of coarse language constitute sexual harassment. Frazier et al. (1995) suggest 
several recommendations for future research including anchoring the definition of sexual 
harassment to the EEOC guidelines to help limit subjectivity, determining how 
participants subjectively define harassment, assessing the magnitude of gender 
differences in perceptions of sexual harassment, and relying less on undergraduate 
samples to enhance generalization to the workplace. 
Another suggestion for future research is to focus on varying population samples. 
Pryor and McKinney (1995) suggest greater attention to men as victims since previous 
research has focused almost exclusively on women as victims. Second, sexual 
harassment studies should expand beyond the university to organizations like volunteer 
organizations, religious organizations, social groups, and places of employment. Third, a 
method, rarely used, is the interview which provides open-ended questioning of 
participant responses. Pryor and McKinney recommend more frequent use of interview 
methods to explore longitudinal, behavioral, and process issues of sexual harassment. 
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Finally, they suggest the evaluation of sexual harassment educational programs. 
Lengnick-Hall (1995) offers several suggestions. First, businesses are in need of 
training programs that focus on a positive professional workplace rather than programs 
which focus only on what is legally proscribed. Second, he suggests less reliance on self-
report measures for measuring the incidence of sexual harassment. Third, he suggests 
the use of structured interviews to replace scenario descriptions. Fourth, he suggests 
more longitudinal research on the process of sexual harassment. Finally, he suggests the 
importance of construct validity of the instruments used. 
Measurement of perceptions typically involves the use of self-report vignette 
surveys. Typically an instrument includes several scenarios depicting sexually harassing 
scenarios, however, the same scenarios are not used across studies. Also, most research 
relies on the use of one instrument which does not provide a check of consistency of 
response. These limitations lead to a lack of instrument validation and reliability, thus 
weakening the strength of the study. 
This study incorporates several of the suggestions proposed above. First, there is 
an emphasis on the effects of educating participants about sexual harassment. Second, 
perceptions of sexual harassment are studied using scenarios that include male and 
female victims as well as male and female harassers to acknowledge possible 
homosexual harassment as well as the possibility of women harassers. Third, factors 
such as previous experience with sexual harassment and sex of the participant are 
accounted for in the data analysis since past research has shown these factors to be 
significant in perception of sexual harassment (Baird, Bensko, Bell, Viney, &Woody, 
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1995; Baker, Terpstra, & Cutler, 1989; Blakely et al., 1995; Gowan &Zimmerman, 1996; 
Gutek, 1995; Popovich et al., 1992; Tata, 1993; Williams, Brown, Lees-Haley, & Price, 
1995). Finally, two instruments are used to assess participant perceptions rather than 
relying on a single instrument, thus strengthening the reliability of the dependent 
measures. 
The specific purposes of the current study are to explore: (1) What is the 
relationship between detail of initial sexual harassment instruction and ability to identify 
a harassment situation? (2) What is the relationship between sex of the harasser and the 
severity rating given to their behavior? (3) What is the relationship between sex of the 
participant and severity ratings of the scenarios? 
Based on past research, the current study offers the following hypotheses. First, 
as suggested by Paludi and Barickman (1991) the more detailed the initial instruction, the 
more able is the person in identifying a situation as harassment. It was hypothesized that 
video enhanced educative examples would be more effective than simple reading of 
guidelines and a control group would be the least likely to rate behaviors, especially 
ambiguous scenarios as sexually harassing. 
Second, similar to suggestions ofGutek, Morasch, and Cohen (1983) scenarios in 
which women initiated behavior toward men would be rated as less harassing than 
scenarios of behavior initiated by men toward women. Because little data exists as to the 
occurrence of harassment between same gender initiators and victims, exploratory 
analyses are conducted to determine any significant results between same sex and 
opposite sex scenarios. 
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The sexual harassment literature offers little guidance for educators or 
organizational trainers charged with sexual harassment prevention. This study provides 
evidence regarding the effectiveness of specific approaches to education and prevention 
of sexual harassment, which may help to reduce organizational problems such as 
emotional strain on the victim, flooding of the court systems, economic cost to the 
organization, and the intensification of a hostile organizational atmosphere. With an 
effective model of education, prevention can be attained. 
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Method 
Participants 
203 students enrolled in an introductory psychology course participated to fulfill a 
research requirement at a medium-sized Midwestern university. Twelve participants' 
protocols were eliminated due to inconsistent responses on identical questions and one 
protocol was eliminated because the respondent gave neutral responses to incidences of 
quid pro quo sexual harassment and noted they were "blackmail", not harassment. 
Therefore, a total of 190 protocols were used for analysis. Of this group, 72% were 
females, 28% were males; 88% were caucasian, 12% were of a minority group; 86% of 
respondents were between the ages of 18-20, the remaining 14% were between the ages 
of21-25; 72% of the sample consisted of college freshman, and 50% of the respondents 
were employed. 
Inquiries about previous experiences with sexual harassment revealed that 25% of 
the sample perceived that they had been harassed while at work. Of those who were 
harassed, 54% experienced this harassment more than four times, 78% were harassed by 
males, and 17% of the respondents officially reported the harassment. Of those who did 
not report the incident, 29% did not know to whom the incident should be reported, 43% 
were unsure qfthe sexual harassment policy, 2% were threatened with negative 
consequences for reporting, and 23% did not think that they would be believed. 
Similarly, 22% of the sample perceived that they had been harassed while at 
school. Of this group, 50% were harassed four or more times, 89% were harassed by 
men, and only 6% reported the harassment. Of those who chose not to report, 47% did 
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not know to whom the harassment should be reported, 34% were unsure of the sexual 
harassment policy, 6% were threatened with negative consequences for reporting, and 
13% did not think that they would be believed. 
Measures 
A modified version of the Sexual Experiences Questionnaire (Fitzgerald et al., 
1988), which was originally designed to identify frequency of various types of 
harassment experienced by an individual, was used in this study (see Appendix B). Since 
the current study was designed to consider perceptions of sexual harassment, not 
prevalence, a modified version of the Sexual Experiences Questionnaire (SEQ) was used. 
The original SEQ included five subscale levels of harassment: gender harassment (level 
I), seduction (level 2), sexual bribery (level 3), sexual coercion (level 4), and sexual 
imposition (level 5). Level one consists of behaviors such as suggestive stories, offensive 
jokes, staring, leering, sexist remarks, etc. Level two consists of behaviors such as 
discussion of personal and sexual matters, propositions, sexual attention, etc. Level three 
consists of such behaviors as subtle bribery, direct offers, and direct rewards for engaging 
in sexual acts. Level four consists of behaviors that threaten individuals if they do not 
engage in sexual acts. Level five consists of forceful overt attempts at sexual acts such 
as touching, fondling, attempted rape, and rape. Fitzgerald et al. (1988), using 
Cronbach's coefficient alpha, found the instrument to have an internal consistency 
coefficient of .92. Test-retest reliability of .86 over a 2-week period was found, with a 
range from .62-.86 and an average of .75 for the five subscales. These investigators 
concluded that the instrument was sufficiently valid for research purposes. 
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The scenarios in the modified version of the SEQ used here have been changed 
from direct questions (e.g., "Has a professor or instructor ever 'propositioned' you?") to 
statements (e.g.," A male professor 'propositions' a female student."). This modified 
version asks participants to rate severity of harassment on a 5-point scale ranging from 
"definitely sexual harassment" to "definitely not sexual harassment". 
The original SEQ only contained scenarios describing the behavior of a male 
professor toward a female student. Because this study is designed to reach beyond the 
traditional view of sexual harassment to include harassment initiated by women as well 
as harassment initiated toward a victim of the same gender, the variations in the SEQ 
includes female professors behaving toward female students, female professors behaving 
toward male students, male professors behaving toward male students, and male 
professors behaving toward female students. 
The Sexual Experiences Questionnaire-Revised (SEQ-R) contains a total of 40 
scenarios. Two scenarios from each level defined by Fitzgerald et al. (1988) were chosen 
to represent the level of harassment. The criteria for this inclusion are based on results 
by Fitzgerald and Hesson-Mcinnis (1989) in which participants were asked to rate the 
severity of the original 26 SEQ items. The two items from each level rated to be most 
severely harassing were used. Only two items for each level were chosen for two 
reasons. First, including all items would result in a measurement device of extreme 
length and repetition, encouraging a fatigue effect. Second, mean severity ratings 
between items from the same level of harassment on Fitzgerald and Hesson-Mclnnis' 
measure were not significantly different from each other. Therefore, the two scenarios 
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with the highest severity ratings for each level were included. 
The BRQ, a 56 item measure, was created for the purposes of this study to 
identify an individual's perceptions of social-sexual behavior (see Appendix C). The 
items were obtained from previous research (Blakely et al., 1995; Frazier et al., 1995; 
Rhodes and Stem, 1994). This instrument differs from the SEQ-R in that the BRQ 
includes ambiguous behaviors. As presented in Table 1, eight of the items on the BRQ 
are directly comparable to items on the SEQ-R. Thus, a test of validity and reliability of 
the instruments can be performed. Items classified as ambiguous or innocuous on the 
BRQ were found to be such in previous research. For example, participants in Blakely et 
al. (1995) rated a behavior such as holding a door open for a female subordinate to be 
innocuous and a behavior such as a male supervisor displaying sexually suggestive 
visuals like pin-up calendars to be an ambiguous situation. 
The SEQ-R and the BRQ were scored together, and three scores were calculated. 
One score for those items that can definitely be considered harassing (DSH), one score 
for those scenarios that are ambiguous ( AMB ), and one score for those scenarios that 
definitely are not harassing (NSH). Table 2 details the grouping of items from the 
SEQ-R and the BRQ into the DSH, AMB, and NSH levels. 
The 21 item demographic questionnaire, also designed specifically for this study, 
includes usual information such as age, gender, ethnicity, etc. (see Appendix D). It also 
includes information regarding the participant's employment status and information such 
as previous experiences with sexual harassment, including whether a report was made 
and whether the participant was satisfied with the resolution of the harassing situation. 
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Procedure 
Participants were randomly assigned to one of three groups: a group viewing a 
sexual harassment education video, a group reading the Illinois Human Rights Act 
defining sexual harassment, and a control group. Participants were asked to read a 
summary statement that included a brief overview of the study, an explanation of the 
participant's rights, and an informed consent clause (see Appendix A). Participants were 
assured confidentiality and anonymity and the right to withdraw participation at any time 
during the study. 
All participants completed three instruments described above. A total of 118 
items were completed, and took approximately 25-30 minutes to complete. 
The Video group watched a 20 minute educative video which addressed sexual 
harassment with specific scenarios depicted and completed the three instruments. The 
Reading group read the Illinois Human Rights Act (Appendix E), watched a 15 minute 
neutral video, and completed the three instruments. The Control group watched a neutral 
video lasting approximately 20 minutes and completed the three instruments. Participants 
in the Reading group and Control group engaged in activity for approximately the same 
length of time as the Video group by watching a neutral video to minimize time 
differences. 
Upon completion of the study, participants read a debriefing statement which 
included referral sources for those who may have experienced any distressing reaction as 
a result of participating in the study (see Appendix F). Participants were also given an 
opportunity to ask questions. 
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Table 1 
Directly Comparable Items on the SEQ-R and the BRQ 
SEQ-R BRQ 
Subscale Item# Item# 
Date/Relationship 14 74 
21 82 
24 43 
34 89 
Threat 33 83 
27 88 
9 91 
7 96 
Harassment Education 20 
Table 2 
Grouping of Questions into DSH. AMB. and NSH Score Calculations 
DSH 
(Definitely 
Sexual 
Harassment) 
AMB 
(Ambiguous) 
NSH 
(Not Sexual 
Harassment) 
Item Number 
2,5, 15,20,21,27,30,35, 1, 11, 14, 
17,23,26,32,33,38,4,7, 10, 13, 19, 
22,29,34,40,3,6,9, 16, 18,24,25, 
31,39,52,60, 70,82,88,94,48,54, 
73, 83 89, 93, 47, 62, 74, 80, 96, 43, 
64,68, 71,81,91,95 
37, 8, 28, 36, 42, 55, 67, 77, 90, 51, 57, 
66,87,97,44,50,59,69,85,46,49, 
58, 76, 79 
45,61, 75,41,63, 72,53,84,92,56, 
65,86 
Harassment Education 21 
Results 
To answer the first research question, t-tests were performed to explore 
differences between the experimental groups (see Table 3). When comparing the 
Control group and the Reading group there was a significant difference between the DSH 
scores, with the Reading group identifying scenarios as significantly more harassing than 
the Control group (t-=2.48, p< .05). Comparison of the Control group and the Video 
group revealed significant differences in the NSH scores with the Video group rating 
scenarios as more harassing than did the Control group (t-=3.86, p<.001). Comparison of 
the Reading group and the Video group revealed significant differences between the 
NSH scores with the Video group rating scenarios as more harassing than did the 
Reading group (t-=2.34, p<.05). 
To answer the second research question, t-tests were performed to explore 
possible differences between sex of the harasser and the severity rating of the harassing 
behavior (see Table 4). Comparison of the Control group and the Reading group 
revealed that participants in the Reading group significantly rated scenarios with male 
harassers as more harassing than did participants in the Control group (t-=2.25, p<.05). 
Participants in the Reading group also rated scenarios with female harassers as more 
harassing than did participants in the Control group (1=2.22, p<.05). Comparison of the 
Control and. the Video groups revealed that the Video group rated scenarios with male 
harassers as more harassing than did participants in the Control group (t-=2.28, p<.05). 
Participants in the Video group also rated scenarios with female harassers as more 
harassing than did participants in the Control group (1=2.30, p<.05). Comparison of the 
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Reading group and the Video group revealed no significant differences. 
Gender of the victim was also analyzed using t-tests (see Table 4). Comparison 
of the Control and the Reading group revealed that scenarios with a male victim were 
rated as more harassing by the Reading group than by the Control group (t=2.38, p<.05). 
The Reading group also rated scenarios with female victims as more harassing than did 
the Control group (!=2.13, p<.05). Comparison of the Control group and the Video 
group revealed that the Video group rated scenarios with male victims as significantly 
more harassing than did the Control group (!=2.38, p<.05). The Video group also rated 
scenarios with female victims as more harassing than did the Control group (t=2.29, 
p<.05). Comparison of the Reading group and the Video group revealed no significant 
differences when victim status was considered. 
Finally, to answer the third research question, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) 
was performed to explore the relation between sex of the rater and severity ratings of the 
scenarios (see Table 5). Exploration of the relationship between sex of the participant 
and sex of the victim in the scenario revealed a significant interaction between sex of the 
participant and scenarios with female victims when the scenarios are ambiguous (.E=4.49, 
p<.05). Female participants rated ambiguous scenarios with female victims as 
significantly more harassing than did male participants (t=88.8, p<.05). There was also a 
significant interaction between sex of the participant when the harasser was female in 
scenarios that are ambiguous (.E=5.95, p<.05). Female participants rated ambiguous 
scenarios with female harassers as significantly more harassing than did male 
participants (!=84.3, p=.0027). No other significant interactions between sex of the 
participant and other variables were found. 
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Table 3 
Differences between Experimental Groups when DSH. AMB. and NSH are Considered 
Group Comparison T score Significance Level 
Control vs. Reading DSH 2.48 .01* 
AMB 1.50 .14 
NSH 1.42 .15 
Control vs. Video DSH 1.56 .12 
AMB 1.83 .07 
NSH 3.86 .002** 
Reading vs. Video DSH -1.05 .30 
AMB 0.31 .75 
NSH 2.34 .02* 
Note. N=190, *significant at p<.05, **significant at p<.001 
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Table 4 
Differences between Experimental Groups when Harasser Gender and Victim Gender are 
Considered 
Group Comparison Gender Group T Score Significance Level 
Control vs. Reading Male Victim 2.38 .02* 
Female Victim 2.13 .04* 
Male Harasser 2.25 .03* 
Female Harasser 2.22 .03* 
Control vs. Video Male Victim 2.38 .02* 
Female Victim 2.29 .02* 
Male Harasser 2.28 .02* 
Female Harasser 2.30 .02* 
Reading vs. Video Male Victim 0.02 .98 
Female Victim 0.26 .79 
Male Harasser 0.10 .92 
Female Harasser 0.17 .87 
Note. N=190, *significant at p<.05 
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Table 5 
Relations between Gender of Participant. and Gender of Harassers. and Gender of 
Victims for the Three Harassment Scenarios 
Interaction Fvalue Probability 
DSH Gender x Male Victim 1.20 .27 
Gender x Female Victim 1.15 .28 
Gender x Male Harasser 0.30 .58 
Gender x Female Harasser 3.65 .06 
AMB Gender x Male Victim 1.63 .20 
Gender x Female Victim 4.49 .04* 
Gender x Male Harasser 1.21 .27 
Gender x Female Harasser 5.95 .02* 
NSH Gender x Male Victim 0.61 .43 
Gender x Female Victim 0.49 .48 
Gender x Male Harasser 1.72 .19 
Gender x Female Harasser 0.06 .80 
Note. N=190, *significant at p<.05 
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Discussion 
This study examined the extent to which varying types of sexual harassment 
education would facilitate in identification of sexually harassing scenarios. It was 
hypothesized that more focused types of education such as watching a training video and 
reading the Illinois Human Rights Act would produce more definite identification of 
sexual harassment than no education. This hypothesis was partially supported. 
Regardless of victim gender or harasser gender in the scenarios, sexual harassment 
education resulted in more accurate identification of sexual harassment when these 
educated groups were compared to a control group. This suggests that sexual harassment 
training is beneficial and effective. Although comparison of the two types of training, 
Reading and Video, did not result in any significant differences, the Video group 
consistently identified scenarios as more harassing than did the Reading group. This may 
suggest that different types of training videos should be studied to determine a training 
video with the greatest effectiveness. An effective training video along with one of the 
methods suggested by Paludi and Barickman (1991) (i.e., workshops, group discussions, 
and reading materials) are likely to complement each other and form an effective sexual 
harassment prevention tool for organizational use. 
Previous research has focused on female victims of harassment while ignoring 
their roles as harassers. This study incorporated female harassers as well as male 
harassers into scenarios. It was hypothesized that female initiated sexual harassment 
would be considered less harassing than male initiated harassment. This was based on a 
study by Gutek et al. (1983) in which they found that female initiated sexual harassment 
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was rated less severely. In the current study this finding was not confirmed. However, 
the lack of support of this hypothesis may actually be interpreted as encouraging 
considering that the Video group was presented with a scene, defined as sexual 
harassment, in which a female professor engaged in quid pro quo harassment toward a 
male student. Similarly, the Illinois Human Rights Act does not distinguish that a 
harasser must be male. This concept is important because sexual harassment is any 
unwelcome behavior of a sexual nature regardless of the gender of the harasser or gender 
of the victim. 
Several studies have also shown that factors such as previous experience with 
victimization and being a woman correlate with classification of ambiguous situations as 
sexual harassment (Blakely et al., 1995; Gutek, 1995; Popovitch et al., 1992). The 
current study also found significant interactions between participant gender and 
ambiguous scenarios with female victims. Further analysis revealed that female 
participants rated ambiguous scenarios with both female victims and female harassers as 
more severely harassing than did male participants. Perhaps females' more severe 
ratings of ambiguous behaviors can be attributed to greater sensitivity regarding sexual 
harassment, especially considering that approximately 30%-70% of undergraduate 
women (Dziech and Weiner, 1984; Fitzgerald et al., 1988) and approximately one in 
three working women believe that they have been sexually harassed (Fitzgerald, 1993; 
U.S. Merit System Protection Board, 1988). However, the greater overall percentage of 
female participants and their previous experiences with sexual harassment may have 
contributed to the significant effect of gender on classification of ambiguous scenarios as 
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harassing. 
Although a 22%-25% rate of being harassed is within average prevelance 
percentages (Dziech and Weiner, 1984; Fitzgerald, 1993; Fitzgerald et al., 1988), this 
number is particularly remarkable for this sample which consisted of 72% college 
freshman with modal age being approximately between 18 and 20 years. This group is, 
thus, relatively inexperienced in the workforce and higher education, which suggests that 
sexual harassment may be just as prevalent during one's adolescent years as it is during 
the adult years of life. Corbett, Gentry, and Pearson (1993) reported that 6% of 
undergraduates in their sample experienced sexually inappropriate behavior from high 
school teachers and one third of their sample reported knowledge of a sexual relationship 
between a student and a high school teacher. Other studies have also questioned the 
nature of sexual harassment in adolescence; however, the focus has been on student-to-
student harassment rather than instructor-to-student harassment (Lee, Croninger, Linn, 
and Chen, 1996; Stratton and Backes, 1997). Wishnietsky (1991) reports a discrepancy 
between student reports of sexual harassment and official administrative reports of 
harassment in high schools. Students reported a greater prevalence of harassment than 
did administrators. It appears that further study should be undertaken to determine the 
pervasiveness of sexual harassment experiences during adolescence and the nature of 
sexual harassment between high school teachers and students. 
Many researchers have suggested that sexual harassment is under-reported. The 
literature suggests that approximately 30%-70% of students and employees are harassed 
while only approximately 4%-20% officially report the harassment. Typically, students 
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represent the lower percentages of official reporting (Gruber, 1989; Fitgerald et al., 1988; 
Popovitch et al., 1986, Stockdale et al., 1995). This sample is similar in that only 17% of 
those harassed at work reported the harassment while only 6% of those harassed at 
school reported the incident. Fitzgerald et al. ( 1988) suggest that many students do not 
report harassment because they think that they will not be believed, they do not want to 
be labeled as troublemakers, or they did not think that the situation was serious enough to 
report. Most common responses for not reporting, in the current study, were "I did not 
know who to tell" and "I was unsure of the sexual harassment policy". In this study, 43% 
of those harassed at work did not report because they were unsure of the sexual 
harassment policy, 29% did not know who to tell, and 23% thought they would not be 
believed. Of those harassed at school, 34% were unsure of the sexual harassment policy, 
47% did not know who to tell, and 13% thought they would not be believed. 
If sexual harassment prevention is to be successful, everyone within an 
organization should be clear about the sexual harassment policy and to whom harassment 
is reported. In addition, victims should not feel threatened with losing their job, failing a 
class, or being recipients of criticism from peers. If sexual harassment is to be combated, 
everyone in an organization must know that sexual harassment simply will not be 
tolerated. The cost of legal ramifications for an organization when sexual harassment 
charges are made should be incentive enough for effective education regarding an 
organization's sexual harassment policy. Organizations and schools should be educated 
regarding the legal ramifications of sexual harassment litigation. For example, 
approximately 15,000 federal sexual harassment complaints are filed every year; most 
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end in settlements totaling approximately $50 million a year to victims (Williams, 1998). 
The average cost to a mid-size organization for settling a sexual harassment claim ranges 
from$25,000 to $50,000 and some plaintiffs have been awarded $2 million or more in 
damages. The settlements paid to sexual harassment victims have increased 600 percent 
in the past seven years. This drastic increase in settlements has lead some organizations 
to purchase insurance which covers sexual harassment; cost to the organization for this 
coverage ranges from $10,000 to $50,000 per year (Epperson, 1998). 
This study offers some support for the prior suggestions. Comparison of 
education groups reveals that when scenarios that are classified as definitely sexually 
harassing (DSH) or ambiguous (AMB), participants receiving instruction via reading the 
Illinois Human Rights Act or watching the training video classified those scenarios as 
more harassing than the control group which received no sexual harassment education. 
This finding suggests that education enhances the ability to recognize harassment. Most 
importantly, of all the group comparisons, this study supports the idea that some 
education regarding sexual harassment is more effective than no education at all. 
There are several limitations to the current study that could be improved to more 
effectively examine various educational strategies. First, a shorter survey with more 
ambiguous scenarios would help to clearly distinguish the effects of education. For 
example, most individuals, regardless of group assignment, could identify quid pro quo 
scenarios as harassing, while those in training groups identified ambiguous situations as 
harassing with greater ease. Second, a survey with one dependent variable (i.e., a single 
overall harassment score) would make results easier to analyze. Third, this sample 
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consisted principally of first year college students which limits generalizability; working 
class adults are not represented in this study. This lack of representation is important 
when sexual harassment education strategies are considered because of possible 
differences of educational level and reading ability between college students and working 
class adults. Finally, a more even balance of female and male participants would enhance 
more valid gender comparisons and, therefore, generalization of results. 
Despite limitations, however, this study provides interesting findings. First, this 
study attempted to assess attitudes toward same sex harassment. Although significant 
results were not obtained for this specific subgroup of the sample, further investigation of 
this area should be undertaken especially considering the U.S. Supreme Court's recent 
ruling that same-sex harassment lawsuits can be brought under the 1964 civil rights law 
barring discrimination in the workplace (Appleson, 1998). Second, as recommended by 
Pryor and McKinney ( 1995), this study evaluated education programs rather than 
focusing primarily on perceptions about sexual harassment. Further, this study suggests 
that some level of education regarding sexual harassment is beneficial, further 
documenting that it is prevention education that may ultimately lead to decreased 
incidence of sexual harassment, decreased organizational expense, greater productivity 
within organizations, and decreased emotional distress for employees and students. 
Based on results of this study, the following recommendations should be 
considered. First, sexual harassment education is effective; therefore, different 
combinations of educational strategies should be examined to determine the most 
effective strategy. Second, education should focus on ambiguous behaviors as they 
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present the greatest identification challenges for organizations and for legal proceedings . 
Third, as this study shows, females are more likely to identify ambiguous situations as 
harassment than are males, therefore, the focus of educating males should be on 
ambiguous sexual harassment behaviors. Fourth, education should include the 
information that male and female harassers are both liable under the legal definition of 
sexual harassment. It is not exclusively applied to male harassers. In fact, 16% of those 
that reported being harassed in this study report being sexually harassed by a female. 
Fifth, adolescents should receive sexual harassment education. Future research should 
focus on the pervasiveness and the nature of sexual harassment in high schools and 
employment settings in which adolescents are commonly employed. Sixth, future 
research should also explore the nature of same-sex harassment and whether it is similar 
to or different than opposite sex harassment. We can expect greater reporting of same-
sex harassment with the U.S. Supreme Court's recent decision to allow same-sex 
harassment lawsuits. Finally, sexual harassment education should occur immediately 
upon entering an institution or organization. Giving an employee or student a copy of the 
sexual harassment policy does not assure that the policy will be read and understood. 
It appears that primary prevention is the most effective permanent solution to 
pervasive sexual harassment problems. Fitzgerald (1993) offers several suggestions to 
facilitate the prevention process in the workplace. Several of these suggestions can also 
be applied to higher education. Legislation should: (1) require employers to develop 
clear policy against harassment which includes clear and accessible grievance 
procedures, (2) notify all employees and provide education and training about 
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harassment, (3) encourage substantial punitive damages that fit the seriousness of the 
offense, (4) ensure that women who quit their jobs because of harassment will receive 
unemployment compensation, ( 5) extend the statute of limitations for filing sexual 
harassment charges, and ( 6) ensure that the legal system does not continue to revictimize 
those who report harassment. Undertaking a proactive approach to prevention of sexual 
harassment is a difficult task. However, this task can be supported by continued research 
and education. We should continue to fight the battle against sexually hostile learning 
and working environments. This study provides ammunition for that fight; sexual 
harassment education does work. 
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Appendix A 
SURVEY OF APPROPRIATENESS OF SOCIAL/SEXUAL 
BEHAVIORS IN AN ACADEMIC SETTING 
Sparse data exists today on the appropriateness of certain behaviors in the academic 
setting. We hope to develop a better understanding of what students think is appropriate 
behavior in the academic setting. 
The questions which follow involve behaviors regarding social-sexual appropriateness in 
the academic setting. You will be asked to state how appropriate you think certain behaviors 
are. Your response to these questions is ENTIRELY VOLUNTARY, and will in no way affect 
your grades. Your answers will be kept STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL and will be analyzed 
anonymously. This study requires only about 60 minutes to complete. Your time and attention 
in this study is greatly appreciated. By completing the study, you are giving your consent to 
participate. 
We DO NOT KNOW who you are, and your identity will remain anonymous. You have 
the right to withdraw participation at any time during the procedure. 
Harassment Education 39 
AppendixB 
Please rate statements 140, identifying the degree to which you think they constitute sexual 
harassment. Use the following scale for all the items: 
a. definitely sexual harassment 
b. most likely sexual harassment 
c. unsure if this is sexual harassment 
d. most likely is not sexual harassment 
e. definitely is not sexual harassment 
1. A male professor habitually makes crudely suggestive remarks or tells suggestive stories or 
offensive jokes, either openly in class, or to a female student in private. 
2. A male professor makes unwelcome attempts to have sexual intercourse with a male student 
that result in the student crying, pleading, or physically struggling. 
3. A male student engages in unwanted sexual activity with a female professor because the 
professor has promised to reward the student in some way that is important to the student 
(e.g. positive letters ofrecommendation, passing grade). 
4. A female professor habitually makes crudely suggestive remarks or tells suggestive stories 
or offensive jokes, either openly in class, or to a female student in private. 
5. A male professor directly offered a male student some sort of reward for being sexually 
cooperative. 
6. A female professor makes seductive remarks about a male student's body, or sexual 
activities. 
7. A female student engages in unwanted sexual activity with a female professor because the 
student was threatened with some sort of punishment or retaliation if she doesn't cooperate. 
8. A male professor has "propositioned" a female student. 
9. A male student engages in unwanted sexual activity with a female professor because he was 
threatened with some sort of punishment or retaliation if he doesn't cooperate. 
10. A female professor makes seductive remarks about a female student's body, or sexual 
activities. 
11. A male professor makes unwanted attempts to have sexual intercourse with a female student 
that cause her to become extremely uncomfortable or frightened. 
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12. A male student engages in unwanted sexual activity with a male professor because the 
professor has promised to reward the male student in some way that is important to the 
student (e.g. positive letters of recommendation, passing grade). 
13. A female professor makes unwelcome attempts to have sexual intercourse with a female 
student that result in the student crying, pleading, or physically struggling. 
14. A male professor has attempted to establish a romantic sexual relationship with a female 
student despite her efforts to discourage him. 
15. A male professor makes unwanted attempts to have sexual intercourse with a male student 
that cause the student to become extremely uncomfortable or frightened. 
16. A female professor habitually makes crudely suggestive remarks or tells suggestive stories 
or offensive jokes, either openly in class, or to a male student in private. 
17. A female student engages in unwanted sexual activity with a male professor because he has 
promised to reward her in some way that is important to her (e.g. positive letters of 
recommendation, passing grade). 
18. A female professor makes unwelcome attempts to have sexual intercourse with a male 
student that result in the student crying, pleading, or physically struggling. 
19. A female professor directly offered a female student some sort of reward for being sexually 
cooperative. 
20. A male professor habitually makes crudely suggestive remarks or tells suggestive stories or 
offensive jokes, either openly in class, or to a male student in private. 
21. A male professor has attempted to establish a romantic sexual relationship with a male 
student despite his efforts to discourage him. 
22. A female professor makes unwanted attempts to have sexual intercourse with a female 
student that cause the student to become extremely uncomfortable or frightened. 
23. A male professor directly offered a female student some sort of reward for being sexually 
cooperative. 
24. A female professor has attempted to establish a romantic sexual relationship with a male 
student despite his efforts to discourage her. 
25. A female professor directly offered a male student some sort of reward for being sexually 
cooperative. 
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26. A male professor makes unwelcome attempts to have sexual intercourse with a female 
student that result in her crying, pleading, or physically struggling. 
27. A male student engages in unwanted sexual activity with a male professor because he was 
threatened with some sort of punishment or retaliation if he doesn't cooperate. 
28. A female professor has "propositioned" a female student. 
29. A female student experiences negative consequences for refusing to engage in sexual 
activity with a female professor. 
30. A male professor makes seductive remarks about a male student's body, or sexual activities. 
31. A female professor makes unwanted attempts to have sexual intercourse with a male student 
that cause the student to become extremely uncomfortable or frightened. 
32. A male professor makes seductive remarks about a female student's body, or sexual 
activities. 
33. A female student engages in unwanted sexual activity with a male professor because he has 
threatened her with some sort of punishment or retaliation if she doesn't cooperate. 
34. A female professor has attempted to establish a romantic sexual relationship with a female 
student despite the student's efforts to discourage her. 
35. A male student experiences negative consequences for refusing to engage in sexual activity 
with a male professor. 
36. A female professor has "propositioned" a male student. 
37. A male professor has "propositioned" a male student. 
38. A female student experiences negative consequences for refusing to engage in sexual 
activity with a male professor. 
39. A male student experiences negative consequences for refusing to engage in sexual activity 
with a female professor. 
40. A female student engages in unwanted sexual activity with a female professor because the 
professor has promised to reward the student in some way that is important to the student 
(e.g. positive letters of recommendation, passing grade). 
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Appendix C 
Please rate statements 41-97, identifying the degree to which you think they constitute sexual 
harassment when a male professor acts toward a female student. Use the following scale: 
a. definitely sexual harassment 
b. most likely sexual harassment 
c. unsure if this is sexual harassment 
d. most likely is not sexual harassment 
e. definitely is not sexual harassment 
41 . A male professor holds open a door for a female student. 
42. A male professor comments on a male student's physical appearance/attractiveness. 
43. A female professor repeatedly asks out a male student who is not interested. 
44. A female professor kisses a female student on the cheek. 
45. A male professor pays for a male student's meal. 
46. A female professor comments on a male student's physical appearance/attractiveness. 
47. A female professor makes sexually suggestive remarks or gestures around female students. 
48. A male professor sends a female student unwanted letters and calls her even though she 
does not want him to call. 
49. A female professor kisses a male student on the cheek. 
50. A female professor tells sexually oriented jokes in the presence of female students. 
51. A male professor asks a female student for a date. 
52. A male professor touches or pats a male student on a private body part like his chest and 
buttocks. 
53. A female professor holds open a door for a female student. 
54. A male professor touches or pats a female student on a private body part like her breasts and 
buttocks. 
55. A male professor kisses a male student on the cheek. 
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56. A female professor holds open a door for a male student. 
57. A male professor tells stereotyped jokes about females 
58. A female professor tells sexually oriented jokes in the presence of male students. 
59. A female professor comments on a female student's physical appearance/attractiveness. 
60. A male professor makes sexually suggestive remarks or gestures around male students. 
61. A male professor holds open a door for a male student. 
62. A female professor sends a female student unwanted letters and calls her even though she 
does not want her to call. 
63. A male professor touches or pats a female student on nonsexual places like her arm or 
shoulder. 
64. A female professor gives a male student unwanted suggestive looks. 
65. A female professor touches or pats a male student on nonsexual places like his arm or 
shoulder. 
66. A male professor comments on a female student's physical appearance/attractiveness. 
67. A male professor asks a male student for a date. 
68. A female professor touches or pats a male student on a private body part like his chest and 
buttocks. 
69. A female professor asks a female student for a date. 
70. A male professor gives a male student unwanted suggestive looks. 
71. A female professor touches or pats a male student on a private body part like his chest and 
buttocks. 
72. A male professor pays for a female student's meal. 
73. A male professor gives a female student unwanted suggestive looks. 
74. A female professor repeatedly asks out a female student who is not interested. 
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75. A male professor touches or pats a male student on nonsexual places like his arm or 
shoulder. 
76. A female professor tells stereotyped jokes about males 
77. A male professor tells sexually oriented jokes in the presence of male students. 
78. A male professor displays sexually suggestive visuals in his office like pin-up calendars. 
79. A female professor asks a male student for a date. 
80. A female professor gives a female student unwanted suggestive looks. 
81. A female professor sends a male student unwanted letters and calls him even though he does 
not want her to call. 
82. A male professor repeatedly asks out a male student who is not interested. 
83. A male professor requires sexual favors from a female student in order for her to obtain 
rewards like good grades and recommendation letters. 
84. A female professor touches or pats a female student on nonsexual places like her arm or 
shoulder. 
85. A female professor tells stereotyped jokes about females 
86. A female professor pays for a male student's meal. 
87. A male professor kisses a female student on the cheek 
88. A male professor requires sexual favors from a male student in order for him to obtain 
rewards like good grades and recommendation letters. 
89. A male professor repeatedly asks out a female student who is not interested. 
90. A male professor tells stereotyped jokes about males 
91. A female professor requires sexual favors from a male student in order for him to obtain 
rewards like good grades and recommendation letters. 
92. A female professor pays for a female student's meal. 
93. A male professor makes sexually suggestive remarks or gestures around female students. 
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94. A male professor sends a male student unwanted letters and calls him even though he does 
not want him to call. 
95. A female professor makes sexually suggestive remarks or gestures around male students 
96. A female professor requires sexual favors from a female student in order for her to obtain 
rewards like good grades and recommendation letters. 
97. A male professor tells sexually oriented jokes in the presence of female students. 
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AppendixD 
Please carefolly answer Questions 98-118 Remember, your answers are confidential and 
anonymous. 
98. What is your sex? 
a. Female 
b. Male 
99. Are you Caucasian? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
100. If you are not Caucasian. what is your ethnicity? 
a. African-American 
b. Hispanic-American 
c. Asian-American 
d. Native-American 
e. Multi-cultural 
101. What is your age? 
a. 18-20 
b, 21-25 
c. 26-30 
d 31-35 
e. 36+ 
102. What is your year in school? 
a. Freshman 
b. Sophomore 
c. Junior 
d. Senior 
e. Graduate Student 
103. What is your major classification? 
a. Humanities 
b. Education 
c. Social Sciences 
d. Business 
e. Sciences 
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104. Are you employed? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
105. Do you think you ever have been sexually harassed while at work? 
a. Yes 
b. No(Goto#ll2) 
106. How many times did this harassment occur? 
a. 1 time 
b. 2-3 times 
c. 4 or more times 
107. How long ago did this harassment occur? 
a. 1 month ago 
b. 2-6 months ago 
c. 7 months to 1 year ago 
d. 2-3 years ago 
e. more than 4 years ago 
108. What was the sex of the harasser? 
a. Male 
b. Female 
109. Did you report the incident? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
110. If you did NOT report this incident what best explains the lack of reporting? 
a. I did not think anyone would believe me. 
b. I did not know who to tell. 
c. I was afraid I would lose my job. 
d. I was unsure of the sexual harassment policy. 
e. The harasser threatened to get even with me. 
111. Was the incident resolved to your satisfaction? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
112. Do you think you ever have been sexually harassed at school? 
a. Yes 
b. No (Stop. Do not answer the remaining questions.) 
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113. How many times did this harassment occur? 
a. 1 time 
b. 2-3 times 
c. 4 or more times 
114. How long ago did this harassment occur? 
a. 1 month ago 
b. 2-6 months ago 
c. 7 months to 1 year ago 
d. 2-3 years ago 
e. more than 4 years ago 
115. What was the sex of the harasser? 
a. Male 
b. Female 
116. Did you report the incident? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
117. If you did NOT report this incident what best explains the lack of reporting? 
a. I did not think anyone would believe me. 
b. I did not know who to tell. 
c. I was afraid I would fail my classes. 
d. I was unsure of the sexual harassment policy. 
e. The harasser threatened to get even with me. 
118. Was the incident resolved to your satisfaction? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
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AppendixE 
The following is a definition of sexual harassment according to the Illinois Human 
Rights Act which addresses sexual harassment in higher education. Read the statement 
CAREFULLY. 
Illinois Human Rights Act 
Sexual harassment in higher education is defined as: 
Any unwelcome sexual advances or requests for sexual favors made by a higher 
education representative to a student, or any conduct of a sexual nature exhibited by a higher 
education representative toward a student, when such conduct has the purpose of creating an 
intimidating, hostile, or offensive educational environment, or when the higher education 
representative either explicitly or implicitly makes the student's submission to or rejection of 
such conduct a basis of determining: 
1. whether the student will be admitted to an institution of higher education, 
2. the educational performance required or expected of a student, 
3. the attendance or assignment requirements applicable to the student, 
4. to what courses, field of study, or programs, including honors and graduate programs, the 
student will be admitted, 
5. what placement or course proficiency requirements are applicable to the student, 
6. the quality of instruction the student will receive, 
7. what tuition or fee requirements are applicable to the student, 
8. what scholarship opportunities are available to the student. 
9. what extracurricular teams the student will be a member of, or in what extracurricular 
competitions the student will participate, 
Harassment Education 50 
10. any grade the student will receive in any examination of any course or program of 
instruction in which the student is enrolled, 
11. the progress of the student toward successful completion of or graduation from any course 
or program of instruction in which the student is enrolled, or 
12. what degree, if any, the student will receive. 
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AppendixF 
You just completed a survey measuring perceptions regarding sexual harassment. You 
may have strong reactions to the questions on this survey. If you feel you have experienced 
sexual harassment while attending Eastern Illinois University, at work, or any other institution 
and would like to know your rights or wish to report the incident you may contact the Civil 
Rights Office in 108 Old Main or at 581-5020. 
If you would like to discuss these issues further, we urge you to contact one of the 
following: 
EIU Counseling Center ..................................... 581-3413 
Dr. Genie Lenihan ............................................. 581-6089 
Civil Rights Office ............................................ 581-5020 
Any questions you may have regarding this research project should be directed to 
Danielle Birdeau (348-5804) or Dr. Genie 0. Lenihan (581-6089), Rm 103 Physical Science. 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION. 
